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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

 FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 

JUAN ALFREDO TORRES ZEPEDA;
MARIA TERESA TORRES
HERNANDEZ,

               Petitioners,

   v.

ALBERTO R. GONZALES, Attorney
General,

               Respondent.

No. 05-70132
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 A95-179-823

MEMORANDUM 
*

On Petition for Review of an Order of the
Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted June 12, 2006**  

Before:  WALLACE, KLEINFELD, and BERZON, Circuit Judges.

Juan Alfredo Torres Zepeda, and his wife, Maria Teresa Torres Hernandez,

natives and citizens of Mexico, petition pro se for review of the Board of
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Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying their motion to reopen removal

proceedings.  To the extent we have jurisdiction, it is conferred by 8 U.S.C.

§ 1252.  We review the denial of a motion to reopen for abuse of discretion. 

Ordonez v. INS, 345 F.3d 777, 782 (9th Cir. 2003).  We deny in part and dismiss

in part the petition for review.

Petitioners’ motion to reopen did not assert that their removal would cause

hardship to their United States citizen children, did not include any evidence of

hardship, and did not include any evidence regarding two of the ten years

Petitioners claim to have been present in the United States.  The BIA did not abuse

its discretion in denying the motion to reopen on the ground that Petitioners failed

to establish prima facie eligibility for cancellation of removal.  See Ordonez, 345

F.3d at 785 (holding that prima facie eligibility is demonstrated by showing there

is a reasonable likelihood that the statutory requirements for relief have been

satisfied).

To the extent Petitioners challenge the BIA’s dismissal of their direct appeal

from the immigration judge’s decision denying their request for a continuance, we

lack jurisdiction, as they failed to petition for review within thirty days of that

decision.  See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(1); Stone v. INS, 514 U.S. 386, 405 (1995). 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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